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Architectural education in Nigeria is divided into at wo-tier training system of four and two years for
undergraduate and postgraduate study, respectively. After the completion of postgraduate study, a
student is deemed competent to take the professional practice examination. Success in this
examination qualiﬁes a student to be registered as an architect. The competency rating of future
professionals in architectural schools in Nigeria is determined through a jury system of scoring based
on predetermined grading parameters. However, the grading parameters adopted by assessing
authorities (academic professors and practitioners representing the professional body) differ. The
difference in the grading parameters employed by the two approved assessing authorities in Nigeria
was investigated in this study. Covenant University in Nigeria was used as a case study. The grading
parameters and scores for the 2013 academic session were compared to determine similarities and
differences, which might have affected the competency rating of students. Descriptive statistics was
employed to analyze the data obtained. Results showed a signiﬁcant difference in scoring by the two
authorities. This difference had a signiﬁcant consequence on the competency rating of students.
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231Difference in grading parameters in architectural schools1. Introduction Despite the importance of assessment in certifying theArchitecture has played a substantial role in the development
of the built environment, a view alluded to by Martha
Thorne, Executive Director of the Pritzker Prize, who
believes that architecture exists to create the physical
environment in which people live (Shah, 2012). Adewale
and Adhuze (2014) observed that architecture enhances the
esthetic quality of the environment and the functional
efﬁciency/structural integrity of city structures. They further
noted that architecture is utilized to promote national
identity and the pride of the society that produces it. These
statements imply that architects play a signiﬁcant role in
sustainable community development. As a professional, an
architect is described as an agent of social change and an
advocate for systems and ecological thinking (Glyphis, 2001).
As a result, architects are responsible for creating the
community of which they are a part or with which they work
(Chansomsak and Vale, 2009). The professional role of
architects dovetails into the realm of the study of other
professions and professionals in the built industry. In other
words, architects are generalists who, out of necessity, must
have areas of specialization (Glyphis, 2001).
As a ﬁeld of learning, architecture maintains a unique and
enviable position in the sense that it is both an art and a
science. As a discipline, architecture encompasses knowledge
in all vast areas of human endeavor, ranging from psychology,
economics, management, politics, and sociology to other
areas. This special attribute bestows on architects the essen-
tial role of leaders in the building industry. Consequently, an
architect has to be knowledgeable in every sphere of learning,
must have a vision, and must be able to facilitate the work of
other professionals. This understanding has to be infused into
the architectural education of students (future professionals)
because the quality and safety of the built environment
depend on their expertise and competency. The goal of
architectural education must therefore be aimed at cultivat-
ing in students not only the values and attitudes but also the
knowledge, skills, and understanding required for a successful
professional practice. Yorgancioglu (2013) advocated that the
emphasis of architectural education must be on the personal
development of students as much as on their professional
development. She argued that aside from the ultimate goal of
preparing students for the architectural profession, architec-
tural education must also facilitate their development as
open-minded, socially responsive, and creative individuals
who can think and act in a critical and reﬂective manner.
The quality of architectural education in architectural schools
is therefore crucial to the training of future professionals and
to the sustenance of the profession.
The core of architectural education is the design studio. In
recent years, calls have been made for the establishment of
more reliable assessment criteria (Webster, 2007). A future
professional is certiﬁed ﬁt for the profession after he has
successfully completed his master's degree program. The
degree program is assessed on the basis of certain grading
parameters, which jurors rarely reveal to students. Jurors [a set
from the accrediting professional institution of the Nigerian
Institute of Architects (NIA) and a set from the academia] often
have different grading parameters; this difference is assumed
to affect the competency rating of future professionals.competency rating of future professionals, only a few studies
have addressed the impact of different grading parameters
on competency rating. Several studio assessments have been
alleged to focus on the product, ignoring the process and vice
versa. At other times, students even allege that they do not
know the criteria used in assessing their design studio. Most
studies have focused on assessment and grading (Andersen
and Cozart, 2014). De la Harpe and Peterson (2008) described
a model that encompasses a broad set of indicators to guide
and inform the assessment of architecture, art, and design
studios. Ehmann (2005) argued that assessment remains squ-
arely focused on the design or creative outcome rather than
on the process of producing the creative outcome. Rust et al.
(2003) observed that the continued emphasis on the explicit
articulation of assessment criteria and standards is insufﬁ-
cient to develop a shared understanding of “useful knowl-
edge” between staff and students and therefore reveals the
necessity of socialization processes for tacit knowledge
transfer to occur. However, insigniﬁcant attention has been
given to the differences in grading parameters across archi-
tectural schools, particularly in Nigeria, and their effect on
determining the competency rating of future professionals.
In view of the above, this study investigates the effect of
different grading (assessment) parameters on the compe-
tency rating of future professionals. Such an investigation is
performed by suggesting the relevance of having standar-
dized grading parameters as a basis for a uniﬁed system of
assessment for the competency rating of future profes-
sionals across all architectural schools in Nigeria.
2. Literature review
2.1. Architectural design studio: core of
architectural education
Architectural education is different from other disciplines
because it is anchored on apprenticeship (Alagbe et al.,
2014a). The bulk of architectural education (apprenticeship)
revolves around the practice and interaction in the archi-
tectural design studio. The importance of the design studio
to architectural education has been underscored in literature
by various scholars (Oh et al., 2013). For instance, the design
studio lies at the heart of architectural education (Adeyemi,
2012). It is the pivot and gathering point of all knowledge and
skills acquired throughout the architectural curriculum
(Mostafa and Mostafa, 2010); it is home to many architecture
students because it is where they actually spend most of
their time to work, study, eat, and even sleep (Adeyemi,
2012). Within the walls of the design studio, future profes-
sionals learn the values, attitudes, knowledge, skills, and
understanding required for the practice of the profession.
Architectural education in all architectural schools in Nigeria
is structured in line with the Roman architect Vitruvius'
principles of good architecture in his treatise on architec-
ture, DeArchitectura, which emphasizes ﬁrmatis (durability/
structural integrity), utilitas (utility/functionality), and
venustatis (beauty/esthetics). As a result, the pivotal courses
in Nigerian architectural schools are centered on these
principles. The training aspects of these principles are by
Table 1 Tripod courses in architectural schools.
Level Course title Semester Architectural
schools
Unilag ABU
Zaria
Covenant FUTA
units units units units
200 Design 1st 4 3 4 4
2nd 4 3 4 4
Structures 1st 2 2 2 2
2nd 2 2 2 2
Components 1st 1 2 3 3
2nd 1 2 3 3
300 Design 1st 4 3 4 5
2nd – 3 4 5
Structures 1st 2 2 2
2nd – 2 2 3
Components 1st 2 2 3 3
2nd – 2 3 3
400 Design 1st 6 3 4 6
2nd 6 4 4
Structures 1st 2 2 3 3
2nd – 2 3
Components 1st 2 2 3 3
2nd 2 2 3
MSc1 Design 1st 10 4 6
2nd 10 4 6
Structures 1st 2 2 3
2nd – 2 3
Components 1st 2 2 3
2nd 2 2 3
MSc 2 Design 1st 10 4 10
2nd 16 4 10
Structures 1st – – –
2nd – – –
Components 1st – – –
2nd – – –
O.A. Alagbe et al.232building structures, architectural design studio, and building
components and methods, respectively. Through this tripod
courses, an architecture student is supposed to exhibit and
demonstrate his competence in all other subjects learned in
the higher institution. Table 1 shows the commonality of this
tripod courses in three foremost architectural schools in
Nigeria and the importance attached to them in terms of
the number of credit units, which is a reﬂection of the
number of contact hours per week.
Table 1 reveals that the architectural design studio is the
most important of the courses. Architecture students are
expected to take the course from their proper admittance
into an architectural school (second year) to their terminal
year (master's class) for those willing to be registered as
practicing professionals with the Architects Registration
Council of Nigeria (ARCON) after passing the professional
practice examination of NIA. Available evidence acquired
over time shows that not all students who were admitted
into architectural schools ended up being registered as
architects. For this reason, the architectural education
program in Nigeria, though fashioned after the RoyalInstitute of British Architects, was restructured in 1968 into
a two-tier system that offers Bachelor of Science and Master
of Science degrees in architecture (Adegbile, 2012). This
system was established to enable students who are unwil-
ling to go ahead with the master's program to discontinue.
Table 1 also reveals that the higher one goes in architectural
education, the more emphasis is shifted to the architectural
design studio, particularly at the master's level, as can be
seen by the number of credit units allotted to it. The
master's thesis, upon which the competency rating of future
professionals is assessed, is based essentially on the archi-
tectural design studio.2.2. Assessment method of architectural design
studio
Webster (2007) deﬁned assessment as a set of processes
used to measure the outcomes of student learning. Three
core areas are measured; they are knowledge, skills, and
abilities. Findings in literature reveal that the parameters
for the assessment of creative work in design studio have
been a subject of debate. For instance, Ellmers (2006)
argued that the assessment of creative work is difﬁcult and
sometimes impossible because of the creative nature of the
outcome. Cowdroy and Williams (2006) acknowledged that
their assessment of creative work is based on the reliance
on self-intuitive understanding of what creative ability is.
Thus, they assume that their students will understand what
they understood through their creative ability and their
tendency to assess the creative ability of students on the
basis of what teachers like about the creative work pre-
sented for the assessment. Conversely, Harman and Meeks
(2000) and Ramsden (2003) noted that despite the claims of
good practice in teaching, deﬁned criteria for assessing
creative ability are lacking. Therefore, the main issue
confronting the effective assessment of creative work is
whether to focus on the process, person, or product (De la
Harpe et al., 2009).
Over the years, the architectural jury system has been a
medium and an assessment tool for the work of students in
most architectural schools worldwide (Alagbe et al., 2014b).
This system as a traditional educational ritual was adopted
in 1795 by the French “Ecole Des Beaux-Arts” as part of an
evaluation process that continued to evolve as both an
assessment and learning tool (Salama and El-Attar, 2010).
The jury system traditionally focused on what is produced
rather than on the process that led to it (Ellmers, 2006;
Quinlan, 2004). This system is useful in enhancing the
intellectual growth of students through constructive criti-
cism (Salama and El-Attar, 2010). It is the backbone of
architectural design studio assessment with ambiguous
assessment criteria Utaberta et al., 2011). It also provides
a context for the critical analysis of a studio design project
in addition providing a broad learning opportunity for both
students and staff (Alagbe et al., 2014b).
Webster (2007) also observed that design jurors are often
drawn from both the academia and practice. In Nigeria, the
professional bodies (ARCON and NIA) assess ﬁnal-year students
(bachelor's and master's degrees) as a requirement for program
accreditation. Differences have been observed in the para-
meters used by these categories of assessors. In spite of the
233Difference in grading parameters in architectural schoolsbroad spectrum of literature to underscore the signiﬁcance of
the jury assessment system in the competency rating of
architecture students, no relevant study has been conducted
on the differences in grading parameters and their impact on
the competency rating of future professionals. Consequently,
this study investigates the impact of differences in grading
parameters on the competency rating of future professionals.
2.3. Purposes of assessment
Student assessment serves two purposes according to Webster
(2007). One is to guide, motivate, and reinforce student lea-
rning, and the other is to ensure academic standards. For these
reasons, Webster (2007)advocated that assessment parameters
should be objective and transparent. This author, however,
noted that the assessment of design cannot be completely
objective. In relation to design studio, two distinct types of
assessment are often identiﬁed in literature (Andersen and
Cozart, 2014). They are assessment of learning and assessment
for learning. Assessment of learning involves measuring what
and how much students have learned tied to speciﬁc learning
outcomes, which are derived from the graduate proﬁle. This
assessment type answers the following questions. What exactly
do students need to demonstrate that they know and can do as
a result of teaching and learning? How conﬁdent is the
institution that the student has mastered the graduate proﬁle
on program completion? Assessment of learning requires att-
ention on the validity, reliability, utility, consistency, and equity
of measures, grading, and marking.a. Validity – The assessment should be “ﬁt for the purpose.”
It should sample fairly the objectives and content of the
course, be free of ambiguity, and have clear and appro-
priate marking criteria for the task and level of students.b. Reliability – Marking practices should ensure consistent
interpretation of assessment criteria by different mar-
kers. Students should not be graded on merely a piece of
work unless student performance can be gauged in
stages.c. Utility – The nuts and bolts of assessment include timing,
managing feedback to students, and tracking student
progress.d. Consistency – The deﬁnition of consistency is consistent
with that of reliability, that is, giving an accurate repr-
esentation of each student's performance and fairness by
using methods that treat all students similarly.
Assessment for learning focuses on using assessments to help
students improve and move forward in their learning. This
assessment type requires academic staff to assess in a manner
that will allow them to identify what types of improvements
are needed and communicate this information to students. Is
the student being told what to do to improve and master the
graduate proﬁle? These objectives are what the jury strives
to meet.
2.4. Components of design studio assessment
Assessment in design studio is conducted through criticism. A
student pins up his drawings and presents these to examinerswho criticize the work, giving the student opportunities to
clear gray areas. The process also serves as an avenue for
students to learn. Çıkıs and Çil, 2009 described assessment in
design studio as authentic because it focuses on the ability to
use relevant knowledge instead of merely the knowledge for its
sake. Different criteria have been employed to assess design
studio. These criteria include oral presentation, concept,
functionality, drawing, and model (Kvan and Jia 2005). Other
criteria include effective use of design principles and origin-
ality or creativity. Functionality is assessed in terms of the
likelihood that the spaces provided would serve the purposes
for which they are designed, without deﬁciencies. Design
principles are often stated in design data books. Students are
expected to be familiar with these principles in allocating and
positioning spaces. Creativity connotes the ability of students
to produce a design that is novel, original, and ﬂexible
(Demirkan and Afacan 2012). Although these criteria are
deﬁned, they still depend on the subjective judgment of the
assessor. For instance, Demirkan and Afacan (2012) noted that
the assessment of creativity depends on the cognitive and
affective perception of the assessor. The aspects of creativity
that assessors often look out for include novelty, elaboration,
and application of design principles.
3. Research methods
The results of architectural theses of master's students for the
2012/2013 session were utilized as the data source. Two sets of
results were employed; one was from the representatives of the
professional bodies (NIA and ARCON), and the other was from
university-appointed external examiners who were professors
of architecture. Departments provided the template used by
the external examiners. The representatives of the professional
bodies used another template developed by these bodies.
4. Results and discussion
Table 1 reveals several discrepancies in the parameters used
to assess students. A major area is in the assessment of
creativity and functionality. The professional body focused
on design functionality and disregarded the assessment of
creativity, which the academia allocated 20% of the total
score to.
The results of this study suggest that the assessment of
design studio may not be as ambiguous as suggested by
Utaberta et al. (2011) because of the presence of established
criteria on which the assessment of design studio is based.
However, the exception is the assessment of creativity, which
has been said to be intuitive (Cowdroy and Williams, 2006)
because no consensus exists as to what creativity means (De la
Harpe and Peterson, 2008; Ramsden, 2003). The representa-
tives of the professional body have therefore played down on
the assessment of creativity. They have spread the scores for
creativity over functionality and structural integrity. Several
scholars have also argued that the jury process focuses on the
product rather than on the process. The research and under-
standing of the brief and philosophy, as well as the application
of relevant design principles and standards, may be regarded
as part of the process because they represent the thoughts that
go into designing spaces. The scores allocated to the para-
meters in Table 1 tend to support the opinions of scholars such
Table 2 Allocations of scores according to grading parameters.
Grading parameters External examiners (academia) Assessors
(professional body)
Research 30 –
Understanding of brief and philosophy
Interpretation of brief and concept development – 10
Case studies and analysis – 15
Presentation 10
Oral presentation and appearance 5
Graphics – 5
3D presentation
Model and/or perspectives 10 5
Functionality 15
Application of relevant design principles and standards – 10
Adequacy of provisions – 5
Operational and functional relationship – 20
Creativity 15 –
Structural integrity
Sections and details 20 –
Working drawings and detailing – 25
Total 100 100
O.A. Alagbe et al.234as Ellmers (2006), Ehmann (2005) and Quinlan (2004). In both
assessments, these parameters were allocated 30% and 35% by
the examiners from the academia and professional bodies,
respectively. Hence, although the focus of the assessment is
more on the product in both cases, the representatives of the
professional bodies paid slightly more attention to the process.
This result is unexpected because the academia should know
how students arrived at the product, which is the ﬁnal design.
Meanwhile, the score allocated by both parties to presentation
is the same (10%).
The score allocated to the presentation criterion by
examiners from the academia and assessors from the
professional body is the same (10%) as that found to have
been used by instructors for architecture students in China
by Kvan and Jia (2005). The instructors in the study of Kvan
and Jia (2005) allocated 40% to the functionality criteria,
which is close to the score (35%) allocated to the same
criteria by assessors from the professional bodies in the
current study. However, the external examiners from the
academia allocated less than half of the score (15%) to the
functionality criterion. The current study also found that
while the examiners from the academia measured the
design concept in the creativity concept and allocated 15%
to the criterion, those from the professional bodies allo-
cated 10%, which is signiﬁcantly lower than the 30% found in
the study of Kvan and Jia (2005). Thus, although assessors in
Nigeria acknowledge the place of concept in design studio,
other factors weigh more.
The raw scores given to each of the 23 students by both
the external examiners and professional body were consid-
ered the variables in this study. The scores of the students
from the two assessments were compared using the paired
sample t-test (repeated measures). The results in Table 2
show a statistically signiﬁcant difference between the
scores of the representatives of the professional body and
those of the external examiners [t (22)=5.90, po0.001],
with a mean difference of 7.78.Table 3 reveals that the mean score of the external
examiners (M=61.17, SD=5.94) (Table 4) is signiﬁcantly
higher than that of the representatives of the professional
body (M=53.39, SD=4.68). The effect size is also large (Eta
squares=0.61), according to the guideline provided by
Cohen (1988), 284–287.
The results show that the assessors from the professional
body allocated higher marks to functionality and structure
than the examiners from the academia. However, they,
awarded a lower mark to 3D presentations and no mark to
creativity. Although the students obtained proportionately
lower marks in functionality and structural integrity from the
assessors from the professional bodies, the fact that no score
was allocated to creativity may have contributed to the
lower scores they obtained when compared with the scores
they obtained from the examiners from the academia. In
addition, structural integrity, from the point of view of
external examiners from the academia, was assessed from
the sections and details. The assessors from the professional
bodies, however, looked at the working drawings of the
students. Observation of the presentations made by the
students indicated that although the students presented
working drawings, they were not as detailed as what was
expected by the assessors from the professional bodies. This
condition is probably due to the fact that the studio mentors
of the students never placed emphasis on these. Therefore,
several aspects of design that were considered important by
the academia were not considered important in practice.
The fact that these scores may have an effect when
students are to register with professional bodies makes the
issue worrisome. Students may be rated as less competent
than their schools rated them to be. An issue noticed during
the assessment by the professional bodies is that students
were not assessed according to the knowledge already
imparted but according to expectations in practice. This
issue probably puts a question mark on the employability
ratings of students. This issue may also come to play at the
Table 3 Results of the paired sample t-test on the scores of representatives of the professional body and external
examiners.
Paired sample test
Paired differences t df Sig.
(two- tailed)
Mean Std.
deviation
Std. error
mean
95% conﬁdence interval
of the difference
Lower Upper
Pair Professional body 7.78 6.33 1.32 10.52 5.05 5.90 22 0.000
1 Score - external
examiner score
Table 4 Statistics of the comparison of scores awarded by representatives of the professional body and those by external
examiners.
Paired sample statistics
Mean N Std. deviation Std. error mean
Pair 1 Professional body score 53.39 23 4.68 0.98
External examiner score 61.17 23 5.94 1.24
235Difference in grading parameters in architectural schoolspoint of registration of the students because the variance in
assessment may suggest that architectural schools are
probably not training the students for the skill that prac-
tices require. The parameters graded by the assessors from
the professional bodies are in areas where students have
learnt in the course of their training. Therefore, both the
academia and professional bodies should work out agree-
able criteria.5. Conclusion
This study investigated the different parameters utilized by
examiners from the academia and architectural professional
bodies to grade architecture students. The ﬁndings reveal that
different parameters are used; even when the parameters
appear to be the same, different scores a real located. The
fact that the scores awarded to the students by representa-
tives of the professional bodies are low may suggest that the
architectural school considered in this study may not have
focused on the areas that practice is keen on. To produce
graduates that are relevant to practice, the grading para-
meters should be harmonized to ensure that areas of compe-
tency that practices look out for are addressed. The two
categories of assessors must harmonize the parameters used.
Asking persons in the academia who are active in the
professional setting to act as professional assessors may also
be useful. The current professional assessors do not use the
hindsight of the knowledge that the students have already
obtained to assess them.
Another observation is that the areas assessed by the
representatives of the professional bodies were taught in
the course of study of the students but were explicitly
assessed in design studio. Reviewing the modes ofassessment of the concepts taught in other courses may
be necessary so that students are encouraged to practice
what they have learned in theory. A limitation of this study
is that only one set of students in one institution was
investigated. Further study that broadens the scope of
study is needed to make generalizations.
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